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COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN:  I call the meeting to order.  I have no opening remarks.  I would ask the members present to peruse the minutes for 6/19/2007, and we will address them, or change them, or modify them to suit your pleasure.  




DR. PAUL HUANG:  This is Paul Huang calling in. 




MS. NANCY RION:  Thank you, Paul. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Hi Paul. 




DR. HUANG:  Hi. Sorry I’m not there. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So are we.  




DR. HUANG:  I’m there in spirit though. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Milt. 




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  On page seven, there is a small thing, a typo. I think that -- and, Warren, correct me if I’m wrong, I think your meeting -- 




DR. CHARLES JENNINGS:  -- hello, this is Charles Jennings. 




DR. WALLACK:  -- so that was Irvine. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  And then -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- does everybody see that?  It’s under report and action steps, the Mias, IASCR, the first line of that paragraph should be corrected to read Irvine, California.  




DR. WALLACK:  I have a more substantive comment, if I might.  On page five where we talk about the advisory -- the fourth paragraph and it talks about the dollars that we’re going to be distributing.  And I know that it was picked up in the document, the RFP document as well. When we were speaking about the core facilities, the 2.5 million dollars, were we saying over four years or over two years, I’m not sure.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I am not either, but perhaps someone who is -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- is that Charles? 




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes, this is Charles. 




DR. WALLACK:  Yes, hi, it’s Milt. I’m not sure that’s why I’m asking the question.  Do you recall it as being four or two?  




DR. JENNINGS:  Well in the past -- last year it was certainly four. So I can’t see any reason why it should not be four this time.  




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  What does it say in the RFP?  




DR. WALLACK:  The RFP picked up four, Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think that’s what we -- the -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- I don’t recall.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  But I recall the same as -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- if that’s what it is then fine.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes, the -- of lending says, may be budgeted for up to four years and I’m almost completely sure that that’s what we discussed and intended.  




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is that, Dr. Wallack?  




DR. WALLACK:  Well, what Charles just said though on the core plus, did you just say for up to four or over a four-year period? Those are two different things. 




DR. JENNINGS:  May be budgeted for up to four years.  




DR. WALLACK:  Up to four. 




DR. JENNINGS:  So you have liberty to submit a budget for less than four years. 




DR. WALLACK:  So that a correction there would be needed anyway because the wording here is over four years and we should then modify that to say up to -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- or it’s ambiguous. It could mean greater than four years or spread across four years.  




DR. WALLACK:  So we could then correct that, Bob, if it’s okay with you?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, how would you like to correct it? 




DR. WALLACK:  The 2.5 million is up to four years.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So cross out over and put up to, okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  And we’d have to reflect that in the RFP then as well.  




DR. JENNINGS:  It is.  




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




MS. RION:  May I ask who has just joined us on the phone? 




DR. KEVIN RAKIN:  Yes, Kevin Rakin. Hi.  




MS. RION:  Hi, Kevin, thank you. 




DR. RAKIN:  Thanks.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. JERRY YANG:  Bob.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. YANG: Page number six, on the bottom, No. -- line sixteen from the bottom, for the name Dr. Gibson -- he’s not a doctor.   




MS. RION:  Mr. Gibson?  




DR. YANG:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any other changes?  Mr. Wollschlager.  




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I do want to point out that on seven, on page seven, the last paragraph, the last sentence I believe the agreement between Connecticut and California with respect to derived stem cell lines is that we agreed to investigate whether our lines were acceptably derived not that we had made that determination already.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, how would you like to change that?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I would add with respect to -- to investigating the -- with respect to investigating the acceptance of -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, one other thing in that paragraph.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Hang on, hang on. So we’re going to add with respect to investigating the -- after the word to in the next to the last line on that page. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thanks. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Milt. 




DR. WALLACK:  Did we indicate that Warren is going to be, I think, the first Chairman of that committee?  I think we said something. I think that’s accurate, isn’t it?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It’s accurate. I don’t know if it came up in the -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- well, it’s in the handout that Warren gave us.  




DR. WALLACK:  I understand. But it’s not in the minutes. I just would think that would be an appropriate reflection of that conversation that Warren is going to be the first Chair of that group.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And would you like to do that by saying making Warren Wollschlager initial Chairman of the -- of the group?  




DR. WALLACK:  Yes, please.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, so after -- I’m looking at report and action steps from ISC -- IASCR and where it says, Mr. Wollschlager, newly appointed Chairman. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Of the group indicated that.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right, perfect.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So we can add that after Wollschlager. 




DR. WALLACK:  Okay, great.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Bob Mandelkern, I move the adoption of the minutes as corrected, the minutes of 6/19.  




A VOICE:  Seconded.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, all in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  




We -- I believe have some visitors. Would any of the visitors like to introduce themselves? 




(Whereupon, the visitors introduced themselves.) 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is that everybody? 




MR. MANDELKERN:  As the more senior member of the Committee I would just make an appeal to your something or other to talk more loudly because I miss a lot and I’m embarrassed when I read the verbatim at how many pertinent and relevant remarks have gone by me.  These mics do not amplify so I’d appreciate, at your indulgence, if you would all speak up as loudly as you could.  Thank you.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I would like to second that on behalf of people that are calling in by phone. It is actually very difficult to hear some of the conversation over the phone. 




MS. RION:  And the transcriptionist has requested that those of you on the phone please identify yourself by name before you speak.  Thank you, Charles.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The next item we have is discussion and approval of the 2007 RFP.  Nancy, are you going to take that?  




MS. RION:  I could or, Charles, did you want to -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- I think it may be easier if somebody in the room leads the discussion and I can pitch in as necessary.  




MS. RION:  Okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are you comfortable with that, Nancy?  




MS. RION:  Sure, I’ll be glad to.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  There is not a name attached to it.  




MS. RION:  Right, I’ll be glad to. You did your major work last -- in your last meeting so I think the few things that we have here are probably helpful but not substantive.  




On page one, and you’ll note all of the pieces in red that we’ll be discussing, page one I think we do have final confirmation that it’s going to be 10 million dollars. Correct? The budget is complete and there is no chance of it being more than that this year.  


COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren, I don’t think there is any -- us getting any more than 10 million.  




MS. RION:  All right.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It could be a little less, in fact.  




MS. RION:  All right.  On page two, Charles had recommended that we delete institutionally based escrow committees.  




DR. JENNINGS:  The recommendation was based on the theoretical possibility that people might use one of these sort of external escrows in the same way that sometimes happens with IRB’s.  Now there are potentially some concerns with that, but I think as a policy matter we don’t want to exclude it in the wording. That was my understanding, and so the wording reflects that.  




MS. RION:  Any questions about that or concerns about deleting that part?  All right. 




DR. WALLACK:  Nancy, on that.  




MS. RION:  Yes. 




DR. WALLACK:  On that page, overview. 




MS. RION:  Yes. 




DR. WALLACK:  Through the Chair, is that okay, Bob?  Do we have to be more specific in the overview in discussing our preference of mouse versus human research or not?  I don’t -- I know it was alluded to, but -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- this is Charles Jennings.  My own view is that we thought this to death in repeated discussions and that we came up with the wording that everybody was happy with. So I would argue against reopening discussion on the wording of this paragraph.  




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  Commissioner. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Dr. Canalis. 




DR. CANALIS:  I did have concerns about allowing non-institutional IRB’s and non-institutional escrows to review these type of applications.  You know, these types of applications are fairly sensitive and to put them in the hands of a central non-institutional IRB I think is probably politically not wise and ethically and I would question it.  I think the plans are given to the institutions, I favor that that institution be in full control of what happens from an IRB from an ethical point of view. That’s my opinion. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Let me ask you a question, Dr. Canalis.  What -- suppose we got a bid from an industrial firm. 




DR. CANALIS:  That’s a problem.  




DR. JULIUS LANDWIRTH:  We have that provision a little bit further on, and if they’re going to establish an escrow then the process for doing that needs to be reviewed as part of the application.  And so we have reserved the right if we don’t like the way that’s set up.  




DR. CANALIS:  And the central IRB’s, if I may continue, they can be accredited. There are accreditation national bodies for IRB’s.  That’s not the case for escrows.  So you could so -- you know, there is much less control on a non-institutional escrow. I mean four individuals could get together and say, we’re an escrow.  Whereas IRB’s, if you tell me there is a central IRB that is accredited at least there are some provisions of safety.  I’m a little uncomfortable with that, frankly, the way -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- give me that example again, so I can understand.  Yes, Dr. Canalis. You said about four individuals forming -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- how do you define an escrow?  You know, when we first started this, you know, close to two years ago a big issue was that University of Connecticut and Yale and whatever had escrows in place controlled by the institution, formed by members of that institution. So there is a degree of safety that, you know, they are part of this institution. 




So if you got the central IRB the body that is composed of individuals who are not members of a specific institution and central IRB’s, some of them are -- become accredited by a national accreditation bodies, which gives you the confidence that it’s a very reputable, central IRB. There is a couple of them that are accredited, at least a couple that I know of. 




The same is not the case for escrows because there are not accreditation bodies for escrows. So what constitutes a legitimate escrow -- and the reason why I raise the concern is because there was so much concern initially a couple of years ago about escrows and how important they were to the ethical, you know, safe conduction of this research.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So let me see if I can make it clear for myself.  You’re very clear in your thinking.  




If we had -- if we had a Request For Proposal from an industrial concern, so let’s just say Nanotech, Incorporated. 




DR. CANALIS:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You know applies to get a $500,000 grant. And then what do we do?  




DR. CANALIS:  The central IRB I think you could cover it by requesting -- I would favor that this type of proposal be reviewed by an accredited -- an ARHAP accredited central IRB.  The escrow is still up -- I don’t have an answer and Julius has an answer for an escrow -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- Mr. Chairman, if I could just -- this is Charles Jennings.  I mean it’s not that we need to make this decision right now and we can wait and see whether any such case arises. And the language of the RFP, as it’s currently, as the draft is currently worded, says this Advisory Committee reserves the right to delay or decline funding if it is not satisfied that the escrow isn’t perfectly constituted. That’s on page three, and I think it appears again later in the draft. So it -- in light of that gives us sort of the latitude that we need if we -- if we find a concern among the lines that Ernie is raising. That may or may not arise. My prediction is that it probably won’t arise because most of the human embryonic stem cell research is being done at one of the two major universities.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Bob.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, Bob Mandelkern. The subcommittee that worked on the RFP started with the premise that the whole committee wanted the process broadened from academia to research hospitals and commercial entities.  Given that starting point we had to allow some latitude about escrows and IRB because some of them would not have escrows and IRB’s in place. And my feeling is that we made adequate allowance for that. We retained overview.  If they weren’t adequate we could throw it out or they could align themselves and affiliate with an accredited escrow and IRB.  




So we did everything we could on the subcommittee and in prior meetings of the whole committee to ease the process and publicize the process to research hospitals and commercial entities. And I think at this point we have enough control written into this RFP without writing further in to discourage what we want to encourage the applications by research hospitals and commercial entities because the academia have sufficient escrows and IRB’s in place. 




That would be my response and I think it should be accepted as it is worded.  




DR. CANALIS:  I accept your response. The only thing I can tell you there is no IRB that will accept the liability. There is no institutional IRB and I chair the one at my institution it wouldn’t take the liability for any seed -- for an outside entity.  I mean nobody -- they wouldn’t do it.  We wouldn’t do it. Why would I take the liability of an entity that I do not control?  




So, you know, I mean I accept what you have decided.  I think we’re going to have issues with this in the future. And I think maybe you want to cover this as you will require that the protocols be reviewed by a central accredited IRB.  At least you will cover that.  




DR. WILLIAM LENSCH:  This is Willy Lensch. May I interject something here?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sure.  




DR. LENSCH:  I think that we have to remember that the way the escrows have been set up under the National Academy guidelines not in any way is meant is replace an IRB.  It’s meant to be informed by the decision of the IRB, but remain independent from it.  And so I think in all cases where we would think about what an escrow might say it has to be informed by responsible decision makings involving informed consent and that the documents are prepared properly.  




And that Ernie does raise excellent points that I think they simmer down to how do we know that the escrow has done its job properly. And I think that when you consider the question that way it’s something that you could ask of any escrow whether it’s in an institution or otherwise.  Escrow is a completely voluntarily organization that is set up by National Academy guidelines, which are non-binding. They may become binding in the future if there is a change in administrative policy at a higher level.  But right now no matter which institution convenes an escrow we basically have to rely on the fact that they’ve done their job well.  




Now, the RFP, as I see it before me right now, we are even giving ourselves the opportunity, as Charles and others have mentioned, to basically impose our own judgment as to whether the IRB is properly constituted. And, again, I think that this would apply to an academic IRB as well as one that’s privately convened to benefit a company. And that if we don’t allow some latitude for companies to be able to get expertise from either an escrow for hire that drives up in a Winnebago or to ask the Wesleyan IRB to make comments on their policy I think that we’re going to preclude them from application.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well said. So we’re all convinced it’s a language of the RFP. We’ll allow corporate entities to do this.  Does that make sense to you, Dr. Canalis?  




DR. CANALIS:  It makes sense. I’ll accept it. We’ll deal with it in the future. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. My point being my feeling is that if we don’t partner with big business and big pharmas we’re just simply going to sit here and figure out what percentage of the 10 million dollars we’re going to send to the -- to big university No. 1, bigger university No. 2, and medium sized university.  And then -- so it radically changes what the group will do.  But if you’re satisfied that there is enough in there not to discourage corporate and business entities then we’ll move ahead.  




Nancy. 




MS. RION:  I think Anne -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- I just wanted to make one comment. If you’re interested in the way California handled this, California made the decision that those institutions that had received California funds were obligated to help other institutions that did not have these committees.  




DR. CANALIS:  So the escrow of Yale or the University of Connecticut would have to serve -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- there is no have to, but if some small company has one protocol that someone needs reviewed and it’s not overly written, something that’s not overly complicated any institution that has received Connecticut money should consider doing that. They can always say no.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we’ve covered this ground.  Let’s -- do you want to move on, Nancy? 




MS. RION:  Yes.  So under the escrow committee rather than having the 2005 National Academy of Science guidelines, we should put it broader to say, which operates in accordance with the National Academy’s guidelines as amended from time to time.  Henry was the one who posed the question about whether the National Academy’s guidelines for human embryonic stem cell research is the same.  I believe they are, right, the -- one set of guidelines so we ought to refer to them similarly. So I will add that. Any questions on that part?  




Under who may submit, Charles was recommending the two portions in red just as clarifications. There is no change there in substance. Any questions there?  




DR. WALLACK:  You’re on page three now? 




MS. RION:  On page two. 




DR. LENSCH:  This is Willy Lensch, just on page two, and I’m going to be very picky here, but you need some punctuation in the middle of that paragraph.  




MS. RION:  Where Willy? 




DR. LENSCH:  The third sentence, “applies for any category of grants.” 


 




MS. RION:  Thank you. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Oh, we need a period after grants, good catch.  




MS. RION:  And at the end of the page I added the request for applicants to put their proposal in a pdf format.  Last time, particularly for the core grants, the bigger grants we got -- we received perhaps four or five, as many as ten attachments to a proposal and I would prefer not to be the one that left out something just because we didn’t get the attachment. So I’d like to ask the proposers to do that.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Nancy, is that one copy? 




MS. RION:  Yes.  One hard copy and one electronic copy, yes.  Any questions?  




On to page three, in the second paragraph you’ve already discussed the addition of saying that you would have the right -- reserve the right to decide if an escrow is properly constituted and that goes back to the discussion you’ve just had. In that paragraph as well, just for consistency sake, to the grantee’s institution be at a hospital or a company, just repeating that again several times in this paragraph as well as the next one to encourage hospitals and companies to apply.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  A question about that, Nancy. 




MS. RION:  Sure. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Appropriately constituted refer to membership or does it also include procedure as protocols?  




DR. JENNINGS:  Julius?  Was that Julius? 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Yes. 




DR. JENNINGS:  This is Charles Jennings. When I drafted that language I had taken that to mean both the membership and the rules or procedures to the extent that they’ve been formally defined. I would just see it as something that gives us broad leeway to interpret and put the breaks on it if we see something we’re not happy with. But if you feel differently then I’m certainly not wedded to that wording.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  No, as long as it takes on the -- that it means both.  




MR. HENRY SALTON:  I think that is a term of art that usually is utilized to interpret membership as far as they’re appropriately credentialed or the people with the appropriate level of expertise as opposed to that it complies with the other guidelines as far as protocol and policies and procedures. So I think that word would be -- and I think that’s a good catch there. And I’d say, appropriately established, if you want.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I do suggest that we have language that makes it clear we’re talking about both membership and procedures. 




MS. RION:  Would established and constituted do that?  Okay.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Could we just add appropriately constituted and appropriately preceding, would that do it, Henry?  




MR. SALTON:  I think if we just put down appropriately established and constituted that would be fine.  




DR. JENNINGS:  It’s fine with me. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So you want to established and constituted at the end of -- between appropriately and constituted.  




MS. RION:  Okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




MS. RION:  The next paragraph speaks to the discussion that you had last month about the hospital or company that may not have an established escrow and they must summarize how they’re going to do that.  It’s somewhat repetitive, but it’s a focus there that we wanted to make sure to have.  




In the fourth paragraph it mentions -- we added hospital or company again.  That finishes that section. Any questions on that section?  




All right. Types of awards, you spent some time last time under seed grants talking about how you define junior faculty members, and whether it was six years or whatever.  Charles suggested, at the start of their independent careers.  Is everyone comfortable with that?  




DR. WALLACK:  Nancy. 




MS. RION:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  When I read that paragraph I wasn’t sure that it captured the sense of what we were saying in one regard. And that is that we specifically tried to say, I believe, that in the seed grants we would entertain applications from an established investigator specifically if that investigator were now for the first time entering into the field of embryonic stem cell research.  And as I read that paragraph, maybe I’m missing something, but that sentiment, that statement doesn’t jump out at me. 




DR. JENNINGS:  This is Charles Jennings, if I can respond. Now, I don’t -- you’re right that we discussed that and I went back because I couldn’t remember exactly what we agreed. I went back to the transcript of the meeting and my reading of the transcript was that we batted it all back and forth for a while, but what we eventually agreed was simply to strike out the last sentence.  So that was -- that was how I came up with that draft wording.  So -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- I would then offer the suggestion to the Chair that we in fact put language in there that specifically states that an established investigator can apply for a seed grant if the investigator is now, for the first time, moving into stem cell research.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- I would make that in the form of an amendment to the document.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would second that because that’s my recollection of the discussion at the last meeting and also at the subcommittee level.  We agreed then that established who are getting -- who are new to stem cell research should be permitted to apply for seed grants, and it doesn’t jump out certainly from that paragraph. So I would second your motion. 




DR. WALLACK:  Thank you. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Do we want some specific wording since we need to vote on this?  




MR. SALTON:  Well, there was wording in the last draft that was reviewed by the Committee at the last meeting, which was, “more established investigators new to the field of stem cell research are also welcome to apply for seed grants.”  That has to be called to a vote.  




DR. WALLACK:  That’s fine.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  That may have been inadvertently left out of this.  




MS. RION:  I think it was in the previous copy and part of the thinking was that the total amount available for seed grants was going to be so much less this year than last year that you might not want to do that. But it’s fine to put it in and you can make that judgment later.  




So the language will be, more established investigators new to the stem cell -- new to stem cell research are welcome to apply. 




MR. SALTON:  For seed grants. 




MS. RION:  Right.  




MR. SALTON:  There is a motion so the Chair has to call for a -- either discussion or for a vote.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, there is a motion on the floor and the motion is to amend the language. And, Nancy, do you have the wording of the amendment, of the change? 




MS. RION:  Yes.  More established investigators new to stem cell research are welcome to apply for seed grants.  




DR. WALLACK:  Can I just ask one question? Rather than more established I think we talked about established investigators.  




MS. RION:  Okay.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Henry, can I -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- you’re all right with that, Milt? 




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  But what about Henry’s from the last one?  That was more complete that he -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- the language that was -- the language that was in the June 19th draft that we reviewed of the RFP reads, “more established investigators new to the field of stem cell research are also welcome to apply for seed grants.”  It’s also if you don’t have it in front of you, it’s at the top of page five of the minutes.  So whatever -- the moving party gets to pick the language, I guess.  




DR. WALLACK:  I would just - I don’t know if we need the word more. If you want the word more it doesn’t matter. 




MR. SALTON:  I don’t care.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The only comment I have is I thought that this provision was for new people to be encouraged, not for established people to branch off.  And I think that’s not exactly the same thing.  Encouraging new people to get started in this business is not the same as allowing somebody who is established to branch off.  And I think there is a note of caution about someone who is searching for funds ion perhaps a related area that would not qualify directly for human embryonic stem cell.  And branching off to the side -- off to another side and by virtue of their reputation getting a smaller grant that would have ordinarily gone to a new -- a new investigator. But that’s up to the Board to vote on that.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I can just make one other word, I think, suggestion.  Rather than saying are welcome to apply I would recommend simply saying may apply because if we say are welcome we’ve then implied some sort of hierarchy -- established are welcome -- may apply and I don’t think we necessarily want to make that sort of 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- that’s fine. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Encouragement. I would simply say that they may apply if they are eligible and we’ll consider them. That’s as much as we need to say. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s fine. And if Nancy would once again read the changes. 




MS. RION:  Established investigators new to stem cell research may apply for seed grants. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. That is the proposed language. Is there any further discussion?  




DR. YANG:  Yes, in other words it’s stem cell with human embryonic stem cells, that’s where the focus is, new to the human embryonic stem cell research.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. Does everybody understand the motion?  




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may I don’t see any reason to specify human here. I mean we’ve talked about human stem cell and human embryonic stem cells in the general overview of the purpose of grants from this -- for types of grants.  I’m not sure that we need to place a different emphasis on seed grants than on any other type of grant. And, again, we can make those judgments on a case-by-case basis when we have applications in front of us.  I would recommend against specifying human or specifying embryonic in the language of the seed grants. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. LENSCH:  This is Willy Lensch. I would agree with that completely. I see no reason to specify the specific type of research that this would apply to.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  I think in the words of one of our colleagues on the telephone we are flogging this one to death.  So let’s come up with some final language and move on.  Do you have the final language?  




MS. RION:  Establish investigators new to stem cell research may apply for seed grants. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay?  




DR. WALLACK:  Call a motion. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Call it, pleas. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  The motion carries. 




Next, Mrs. Rion. 




MS. RION:  Okay.  Page four, Charles -- at the under established investigator awards, Charles suggested that we add peer reviewed publications not just publications, but peer reviewed. Any concerns about that? Great.




Under No. 4, under core facilities a simple word change, applications.  




DR. WALLACK:  Nancy.  




MS. RION:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  Before you go there. 




MS. RION:  Um, hmm. 




DR. WALLACK:  In -- the group projects, I know you have it on page five, do you want -- do you have to make any reference to partial funding here or is copied later on page five differently?  




MS. RION:  I believe it’s page five is sufficient to cover those. 




DR. WALLACK:  Okay, fine, okay.  




MS. RION:  So under the core facilities we changed the language last month to suggest it would be budgeted for up to four years and that’s consistent with the minutes that you talked about today.  Not Henry’s comment to the side there about suggesting that previous funded cores need to provide specific details about the necessity of additional funding, integration without overlap of prior grant funds, and new funding, etcetera.  


DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may, I think that’s covered in the second -- the previous paragraph where it says, “proposals must include an explanation of the need for a new core or expansion of an existing core along with estimates of likely capacity and usage.”  To me that covers Henry’s point. 




DR. AMY WAGERS:  Hello. 




MS. RION:  Yes, Amy?  




DR. WAGERS:  I’m sorry, this is Amy, I’m sorry I’m late. 




MS. RION:  Thank you for joining us.  




MR. SALTON:  Well, I think that my concern is that that explanation of the need for new core or expansion of an existing core may not be sufficient in the sense that you would want to have budget details as opposed to a narrative explanation. First of all, these aren’t -- the question I raised is for pre-existing and previously funded cores by this Committee that have gotten money over a significant -- I mean it’s obviously money that’s coming forward in more than one year as we gave out money last year. 




So in this particular RFP I think there is a need to say we want to have kind of budget details about what’s happening -- without having to go back now and look at what financial -- you know, okay, we could go back to the fiscal reports we’ve got, and to the other reports under the current contract, but to say, look, if you’re submitting an RFP. You were  previously funded by this Committee and as an existing core I think it’s worthwhile for us to say up front give us the details so the Committee can look at it as part of the application about how these supplemental dollars are going to be utilized, how to make sure -- because part of our obligation is to make sure there isn’t kind of a double dip. And I’m not saying that that would happen, but we have an obligation to make sure that doesn’t happen. 




And so I just suggest that that might -- that we really want to have kind of budget details as opposed to a narrative explanation.  And I’m not sure that someone would characterize necessarily their request for funds as an expansion of an existing core. They may be saying, well, our core is not actually growing, but we have other, you know, costs of doing business or staffing that we’re adding in or something like that and it’s not really that we’re buying new equipment and therefore we need to supplement our -- with more money. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, I think Henry’s point is well taken. I would certainly favor the addition of that kind of language.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, I think it’s a necessity in view of the more limited funds that we have this year that we be more diligent in putting comments like that in the RFP.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you want to make that, Henry, as a footnote?  Footnote 1 to go in after likely capacity and usage?  




MR. SALTON:  I hesitate to add footnotes to a document that doesn’t have footnotes.  It’s something like my English teacher told me to avoid when possible. So I think we might just add language to this previously funded cores are required to provide specific details in their budget submission about the necessity of additional funding and integration without overlap of prior grant funds and new funding. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you want to put that in right after likely capacity and usage? 




MR. SALTON:  Sure. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. CANALIS:  Henry?  I don’t think the point is -- I don’t think everybody recognizes a fund as clearly as its needed. These cores were funded March 1st.  Right?  And this grant would start in June. So they have a 15-month life.  And they were funded for two years.  It would seem to me that an existing core shouldn’t be applying.  There is going to be time overlap. They could apply at the end of the two-month -- the two-year period, which would be March ’09. Would you allow somebody to apply now for a start date of March ’09?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we might, but we just -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- do you know what I’m saying?  




MR. SALTON:  Again, because you allow core facilities to be budgeted for up to four years they could say, okay, year one we’re asking for two million dollars. We’re only in year one using a 100,000. Year two we’re going up to 600,000.  Year three we’re going to go up to -- you know, we’re going to ask for another 600,000.  So you could, you know, they could submit an application where with a four year budget they’re saying well we’re really not going to use much of any new money out of this grant for the year that it was funded last year, but we want -- we’re looking -- we’re trying to establish the funding streams for years three, four and five.  




DR. CANALIS:  I’m alluding to cores that are in existence. We already funded two cores. They are going through March ’09.  So if they were to apply for funds and the start date is June ’08 there is going to be an overlap because you already funded -- from what I recall is we didn’t cut the amount of funds, but the duration of the grant. You apply for four years and you’re given two years of funding, correct?  




MR. SALTON:  Correct. 




DR. CANALIS:  So they are going -- they are alive until March ’09. So if you were to pay existing cores you are going to have a nine-month overlap of funding.  




MR. SALTON:  Unless, they’re -- again, they have to submit a four-year budget.  What if the first year the budget is zero and there is no overlap?  


DR. CANALIS:  In that case, you’re talking, but in that -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- that’s what I was -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- but that would be exclusive.  That’s what I’m trying to say. I don’t think the point is dead clear to other people.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Can I ask a big picture question?  I’m sorry, I wasn’t here at the last meeting, but -- and it sort of speaks to what Ernie is talking about. Do we have to ask for all three types of grants every time? We really have ten million dollars this time, right?  Why are we asking for any applications from core facilities in this round? 




MR. SALTON:  You’re not -- for -- again, you’re not obligated. There might be some new core facilities that weren’t funded last year that might come back to you.  




DR. KIESSLING:  But we only have ten million dollars this year.  




MR. SALTON:  Well -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- last year we had 20. It seems like if we don’t have to put in all three types of grants every single year why don’t we simply fund the investigators this year and put core facilities back on -- back on the agenda for next year. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Bob Mandelkern. I hate to oppose my dear colleague, Ann Kiessling, but we had this discussion in depth on the subcommittee and also in depth at the last meeting.  It was decided to delete the hybrid and stay with seed, principle route, and core and we worked it over. I do not think it would be fruitful to reconsider that if we want to adopt this meeting, which we have to in order to get it out. 




DR. KIESSLING:  All right.  




DR. CANALIS:  Can you, at the very least, instruct Nancy to provide detailed instructions to current core so that your thinking can be translated to them.  Like you could apply having zero budget for the next nine months. Like can Nancy explain that to an applicant?  You know, I’m afraid that otherwise there is going to be confusion in the outside world. And I think you’re better off at least allowing Nancy to tell, listen, Ernie, you’ve got a core. They’re going through March ’09. You can apply with a start date of June 01, but the first nine months you might -- you might elect to have zero budget.  




I mean some specifics need to be provided to the applicant because otherwise there is going to be confusion because the outside world thinks that because we gave them only two years now they’re entitled to the next two years.  That’s the sense I got talking to -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- yes, Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Bob Mandelkern. A point of information, if my recollection serves me, we were informed by the core at Yale that it was budgeting for only two of the years and the core at UCONN for three of the years. So I think we should proceed with the proviso that Henry has proposed because the cores that are established at Yale and at UCONN are quite well aware of what they’re funding was when their original proposal were halved from five million to two and a half. 




I don’t think there will be any confusion on the part of those core managers about it. And I think that inclusion in the language by Henry gives us more input for the applicant and the peer review committee will see if there is sufficient science in there to warrant an expansion of existing core.  We will then take the input of the peer review and decide whether we it’s so also. At this point I think we should go forward with Henry’s input.  And I do not see the confusion that my esteemed colleague Ernesto Canalis is referring to. 




DR. WALLACK:  You have a lot of esteemed colleagues.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  What’s that? 




DR. WALLACK:  You have a lot of esteemed colleagues.  




DR. GERALD FISHBONE:  Gerry Fishbone, it may be very clear to the people who received the money, but I’m a little confused because one has the two and a half million for three years, the other has two and a half million for two years.  And I think there may be -- I mean I could see the possibility for confusion when they reapply. Am I the only one who -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- well, I think it’s a confusing scenario to me as well, Gerry. And I have to agree with Ann that with 10 million bucks are we going to sit and seriously consider giving another -- a new core two and a half million or giving an established core another couple of million.  That’s certainly one way to go. It would leave us with a very small amount of money to disperse.  Hopefully we’ll get some requests from either big pharma or big industry, perhaps a matching grant. And you know, if we’re talking about big corporations and big international, giant corporations they might want to give us two and a half million if we match it with two and a half million. I don’t know that, and nobody has said that to me. But I wonder is there any point in -- I mean in -- I mean if I ask for five million bucks for a core and got two and a half I’d come back and ask you for the next two and half, wouldn’t you? 




DR. CANALIS:  That’s what’s happening now.  


MR. MANDELKERN:  The peer review will judge that based on the science that they’re advocating.  


COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, go ahead, Jerry. 




DR. YANG: I have to make some statement in clarification and also my opinions. Obviously, the purpose of the core facilities are providing resources and expertise services to the whole state to advance stem cell research. At the current status there are three core facilities funded by the State, not two. Two are ES cell core facilities providing ES cell resource and training workshops. One at UCONN and one at Yale. And there is another one, the other grant which is really a hybrid grant in Yale that include a really important core facility for the newest microarrays and proteomics assays services. Those are really needed for ES cell research -- it's really important. There are also other core facilities needed in the future for advancing stem cell research for the whole State. What about tissue engineering core? Do we need a core or not? What about somatic cell nuclear/cell reprogramming core? Do we need a core facility or not? So there are many things we should leave the door open -- if no one were qualified, no such grant. However, I think the door should be open.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may, this is Charles Jennings. I agree with that.  I don’t think we need -- by including the language now I don’t think we are committing to funding cause.  We are simply leaving the door open to the possibility that somebody might come forward with a compelling application. And if we strike it out now, then we foreclose that possibility, and I think that would be a mistake.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Bob Mandelkern. I would agree with the line that Dr. Yang and Dr. Jennings have taken. I read from a release of July 12th where researchers in Canada talk about new developments in embryonic stem cell research great grandmothers where they’ve come up with the sense that the embryonic stem cells develop differently by having a placenta of their own. This is very new and it’s to come out in the scientific journal, Nature, in the next edition.  




So I think of necessity we should extend ourselves to permit core applications based upon this science and we rely on the peer review committee to say it’s worthwhile considering. It’s a one, a five, a three, or a four. And then we take the results.  




But to take something like this, which is brand new, and tell them -- announce to any researcher and scientist in Connecticut that he’s shut out would be detrimental to our mandate.  I think we should allow for that.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I disagree and I agree with Ann. I think we could also wait a year before we do this again.  But it’s the pleasure of the group. And if you want to do this, then get on with it and let’s do it.  




MR. SALTON:  Commissioner, I could also suggest that you could establish a priority and basically have language that says in addition to what we’ve asked for as far as additional details to say that funding of core facilities previously funded by program grants will receive lowest priority in this round of the RFP.  So that you’re basically saying if you’re new, if you’re a new core facility you’ve got an open field to play on. But if you’re previously funded you’re going to have -- you have to work uphill to get more money during this round.  




DR. CANALIS:  I’m not sure I agree with that.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But what you’re going to hear is people coming back and saying, you gave me two million and that isn’t enough and you’ve got to give me another two million because I didn’t even get off the blocks with that.  Or you cut me in half now you’ve got to make me whole and we’re going to spend a lot of time saying, well, gosh, I wonder if, I wonder when, I wonder how.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  But they have to prove their science to the peer review.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No, they don’t. They’re just going to go back and say, you cut me by 50. I proved the science once. I took a 50 percent hit. Now I want my other 50 percent back.  That’s human nature.  And these two big universities are going to come right back at you with very compelling agreements that how can you -- how can you not fund me now after you got me started.  That’s what you’re going to hear. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I agree with you.  You’ll hear it. But whether the peer review committee will let that override the scientific considerations I would hope not.  I would hope that science, as we say over and over again, will prevail in their consideration of applications.  And then we will put the Connecticut standards on them.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t think so. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  And the fact that human nature wants more is indisputable, Doctor. 




DR. CANALIS:  But the peer review committee already reviewed these. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. 




DR. CANALIS:  And already said that they were stellar. So it’s -- it’s not probable that a peer review committee is going to say, they are no good grants. They already said they were, you know, fundable. So that is not probable.




What I was asking was some guidance to the applicants. You know, I think in all fairness, you know, the PI you would like to know what expectations and maybe some instruction as to Nancy about what she can disclose or -- I’m not -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I think -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I’m looking for guidance.  What do you tell these two PI’s that are currently funded? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Because they’re going to say, where is the rest of my money. 




MR. SALTON:  Yes, I don’t think you can do something outside the RFP that is going to be applied as a rule in the evaluation of a proposal. So if you want to have something in here that says we will not fund a currently funded year for a core facility then just say it. But I don’t want Nancy to be like carrying a message just saying, this is your side instruction and it’s not in -- okay, that would be up to the committee to join that consensus.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mr. Wollschlager. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you, Mr. Chair. Would this -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- you’re welcome. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Argument -- the esteemed Chair. Would this same argument apply to any PI that’s currently funded?  




MR. SALTON:  Sure. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That is if an established investigator comes back and says, you know, I didn’t get what I asked for and I believe this Committee reduced across the board by 10 or 15 percent. So I question from a policy perspective, from somebody just listening, are you discussing a policy where no one is going to be funded during an existing period of funds?  That is if you’re funded through June 0 whatever, you can’t get any more money until July.  




DR. CANALIS:  For the same grant, for the same proposal you cut them about 10 percent. And they accepted the cut and they said they could still do the work with the 10 percent, whatever 12 percent, cut. If they came back with the same proposal my feeling would be, no, because they are funded for four years.  The cut was modest and they said, and from what I recall, they had to say that they could do the work. So that would be clear overlapping funding. 




The other characters we didn’t cut the budget, we cut the years.  So they asked for four years, we give them two. And those two years we have a nine month overlap.  So my concern is what do we tell them?  You know, you have a nine month overlap, you cannot apply, or you apply and you’re going to request zero funds between June and March.  It was a very simple, silly question, honest to God. I didn’t mean to create all this controversy. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No, I guess that’s what I’m saying is it sounds like you’re simply saying no overlapping for the cores.  




DR. CANALIS:  You can’t. I mean I think it would be unheard of to allow overlap.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Point of information, Nancy, we did not cut time, we cut funds, as I recall, on the two cores.  As I recall it we did not cut time, we cut funds.  My esteemed colleague, Dr. Canalis, you’re slightly inaccurate to say that we put a time mandate on them.  




And secondly, I’d like to call to the attention of the Committee that last time around we had exactly two core applications.  They were rated at 1.6 and 1.8 and we funded each of them in half.  Why don’t we go with the language, let them come and prove their scientific need for expansion or continuation.  And let the new cores be created if the peer review committee thinks the science is intriguing enough. 




We keep reading in the newspaper amniotic fluid now, placenta now, other areas that -- maybe there is an outstanding researcher there that nobody has uncovered yet and this application will uncover them, and we will do marvelous things, and find new ways for embryonic stem cell research to go forward. I think we should keep the proposals open and not inhibit them so that we will get less scientific input into our program.  




DR. HUANG:  Now, this is Paul Huang. May I make a statement?  




MS. RION:  Sure. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sure.  




DR. HUANG:  I think that while I agree with Mr. Mandelkern I think that we do need to give some guidance to the people who are thinking of coming back for the rest of their funding.  And unless they know that the likelihood of their getting funded is slim if there is overlap or that they have to justify it not only in narrative but also in terms of budget down to the month of the money that they’ve already been funded. I think we need to put that into the text. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, I think Marianne is calling my attention -- thank you, Paul, calling my attention to Attorney Salton’s comments here.  I suggest the previously funded cores need to provide specific details about the necessity of additional funding, integration without overlap of prior grant funds, and new funding, etcetera.  So I think that Henry’s language may solve the problem as adequately as it can be solved. And it takes the burden from Mrs. Rion of having to explain some corollaries to published language.  




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  If I may, Commissioner, I think the additional comment that was added to Henry’s language was that this be done in the budget submission rather than in the narrative.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would greatly -- I’ll get to you in a moment. I would greatly prefer not to sit here for seven or eight hours in February or March trying to figure out should we or should we not give the two existing cores enough money to make them whole. I don’t think that that was our intention and I would prefer that we not -- that we not spend, you know, half of our time discussing grants that -- figure out are these two worthy universities going to get enough money to put them back where they would have been if they got their original five million dollars.




Jerry. 




DR. YANG:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thank the Chair for giving a very, very important that what they received and what they were promised and -- on the other hand I think to make a low priority to the existing cores, I mean that would be a good suggestion -- you can be sure there will be argument -- on that. So I think what would be reasonable that we could state an existing core renewals -- renew application are possible, however, we -- we have to see the result of the -- and that’s the goal for the funding when you receive other -- I think they can apply for a new one with the understanding -- what they have received with the -- what they receive is really what they have proposed to deliver.  So I think if they can get a renewal application however -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I think we should add this language, I also will not be able to vote on either the existing cores, but I can guarantee that these two excellent universities will come up with very potent, cogent and hard fought arguments about why they should get the money.  




MS. RION:  Hello.  Did someone join us or someone left.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Bob.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would like to move the inclusion, if a motion is what the Chair would entertain, of Henry’s comments at the bottom of page four into the appropriate place in the text with Marianne’s addendum and that we move forward from this. That’s not the motion. The motion is -- excuse me, to adopt the language on the side that Henry has put in at the bottom of page four with Marianne’s addition about budgetary concerns and I move it that way.  




DR. WALLACK:  I’ll second that. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we said, delete. I  suggested that.  Okay, does everybody understand what we’re going to do?  We’re going to add the -- is that pink or would you say salmon?  Ann, salmon or pink or fuchsia?  At any rate, we’re going to include that language at the bottom of Paragraph 4, which begins with applications, is that what we’re going to do?  Okay. Does everybody understand that?  




All in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Anyone opposed? Motion carries.  On we go. 




DR. WALLACK:  Before we turn to page -- just an editorial thing.  Where it says application on the second line it says, “individual labs that will be made widely accessible.”  I think you mean, I could be wrong, but I think you mean and will be made widely accessible.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I can’t see where you are, Milt.  




DR. WALLACK:  In applications. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Oh, okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  The second sentence, the -- it says, “individual labs, that will be” -- I think you mean, and, a-n-d, will be made.  




DR. LENSCH:  Milt, this is Willy Lensch. I think that it’s actually there are a few errors in there. The “and” needs to go on the next line down so it should read the Connecticut stem cell research community, and that are likely to advance stem cell research throughout the state. Then a period needs to be added before proposals.  




DR. WALLACK:  Exactly. I was going to get to that too. I’ll go exactly with what you said, Willy. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Have we all got that?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Was that Willy or Paul? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It’s Willy. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Oh, that was Willy.  




DR. LENSCH:  None of that alters the substance. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Last paragraph, a budget up to four years we’ve covered.  All right, Mrs. Rion, would you like to plow forward?  




MS. RION:  I would.  Any questions about page five? I don’t think there are any changes there. 




DR. WALLACK:  Yes, I have a question, if I might.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think it’s poorly centered on the paper.  I’m not sure I can live with it being so far off to the left.  




MS. RION:  These edits have altered some of the punctuation and so forth that we had in there.  It’s very interesting what it does.  Milt, you had a question.  




DR. WALLACK:  I have a question.  In selection criteria, D, commitment of host institution. Do we have to have any more definitive declaration there of what we mean by host -- commitment of host institution?  I’m not sure.  




MS. RION:  It might be a place where we need to say commitment of institution, hospital or company.  




DR. WALLACK:  Well, certainly all of that, yes, certainly all of that exactly.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  There’s an institution attached to every proposal.  So why do you have to go further beyond that language?  The institution attached to the proposal is the host institution.  And I think we should add company, hospital there.  




DR. WALLACK:  Yes. I certainly agree with the adding of those two words. And I guess it’s okay.  The -- what -- I’m only bringing it up, commitment of a host -- what does it mean, right, what Jerry just said, what does commitment of the host -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- it means that we have to assess, after the peer review, has given us a rank and state that this host institution, whether it’s Danbury Hospital, or whether it’s the X, Y, Z company, or whether it’s Yale or Wesleyan, UCONN is committed to this, in our judgment, and has collaborators and so on.  I don’t see that -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- no, I’m agreeing with what you said, Bob. But especially if we’re opening it to hospitals and corporations we’re expanding this.  I would personally be happier if I had another declarative statement there about what commitment means to us.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Oh, oh.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Is it financial commitment?  I mean what is the commitment?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  If you get into the definition of commitment we need some martial lawyers. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I wonder what might be acceptable definitions of commitment then what kind of documentation is required.  There are two parts to that. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes, that’s right.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think you’re in a semantic area that will lead us to an endless morass. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You are correct. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think why can’t we just say commitment of the institution, hospital or corporation.  Forget host if that’s what’s bothering you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Or just put applicant.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  That’s fine.  I mean you’re beating a semantic horse that could keep us here for two years because I have an idea of commitment, somebody else had. Until we’ve established criteria and set them -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  How was that worked out in the last go around? We had it in there.  




MS. RION:  I was going to say, I think probably commitment is pretty well defined among researchers as institutions.  In the last go around what we saw was that institutions would say, for the cores. You know, Yale said, we’re putting in 35 -- investing 35 million dollars in facilities, dah, dah, dah. And we will be contributing this kind of equipment or whatever to a lab. So there are ways that institutions can do that. And I think it shows up primarily on the budget page and the budget justification page.  But there are -- all of the institutions submit letters of commitment with the proposals. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Page eight, Paragraph 5, Attorney Salton has called to my attention, evidence of commitment of institutions, commitment of people, commitment of sharing resources, financial, available facilities, etcetera.  I think it’s -- I think you’ve got the waterfront pretty well covered there. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Also, Dr. Galvin, looking at last year’s RFP the language in this year’s is identical. It’s taken from last year’s criteria. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Precisely, I’m looking at it, commitment from last year’s RFP.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think it’s well covered on page eight. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, Mrs. Rion. 




MS. RION:  Okay.  On page six -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- but, Nancy, you’re item to awards the -- 




MS. RION:  -- hospital and company. 




DR. WALLACK:  What Bob said, the applicant, that way.  




MS. RION:  Yes.  Warren.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Still on page five, Nancy, through the Chair.  Last -- the sentence talks about funding decisions by anticipated April 2008.  Last year this Committee got criticized for not meeting a made up deadline when, in fact, you were seven months early of beating the statutory deadline.  I would suggest using language that says, on or after April 1st. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  So moved.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It’s made up, it’s not statutorily required.  




MS. RION:  Okay.  Sounds good.  On page six, in the first paragraph the sentence that is in red is a repeat of one that was mentioned earlier, and agreed to. And I suppose we should say, appropriately constituted and established.  




Under proposal, this was a request that I have. It’s -- once again it’s a repetition asking that everything be sent electronically in a pdf file.  




All right. At the top of page seven - 




DR. WALLACK:  -- Nancy. 




MS. RION:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  When you say on page six institutions again, do you have to reference hospitals and companies again or not?  




MS. RION:  At the very top of the page. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right, where she says, the institution will then sign a contract. I’m just -- you know, for consistency do we need to have hospitals and companies? 




MS. RION:  I guess so. It was really nice when we had institutions defining academic, hospital and companies so we didn’t have do all the repetition.  But I think this is -- we will do that every time that occurs.  Okay? 



on the top of page seven, Henry suggested that we instead of saying will be rejected we would say may be rejected to give you a little more latitude.  Any concerns about that?  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Nancy. 




MS. RION:  Yes. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I may have missed this, back to page six, this question about the escrows again being constituted.  Use the same language as we had it before?  




MS. RION:  Yes.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  And establish, right?  




MS. RION:  Yes, establish -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- I’m sorry. 




MS. RION:  That’s okay.  




DR. CANALIS:  Frankly I prefer will be rejected.  You know, if your proposal is incomplete and doesn’t mean the guidelines you know -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- I put that in there because I suspected that -- I mean my concern is, for example, Nancy gets an application and there is two pages that didn’t get copied or there is just -- it’s a matter of that kind of a thing. Not that someone didn’t submit a name of an investigator and a competitor could say, there is a letter in the file from Nancy saying I didn’t get the last two pages of Mr. So and So, or Dr. So and So’s resume.  It should have been rejected and he should have been taken out and that person -- so that’s why I put that in there. 




DR. CANALIS:  Got it. 




MR. SALTON:  Okay.  




MS. RION:  Okay.  Thank you.  All right. 




Please look at under -- at the end of that page, on page seven, intellectual property and the second paragraph in evaluating proposed arrangements. Henry commented that this -- this description may not be consistent with the language that we have in the royalty agreement.  So we went back to the lawyer who put together the royalty agreement and he recommended these two paragraphs.  So it’s a significant addition. I put this in here.  Go ahead and read it.  It’s very -- it’s a lot of legalize. But I think we do need to be clear to the -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- where is this, Nancy? 




DR. YANG:  It’s an insert.  




MR. SALTON:  The primary concern was that in the old draft we provided a definition of covered indention, which is at the top of page eight. And it wasn’t quite on all four points with what we have in the royalty agreement. So to make sure that there was no dispute, that we were covering as wide an area as possible in the RFP we -- Greg basically took what we had in the royalty agreement and made sure that we had the same coverage in this RFP as we have in the royalty agreement.  




MS. RION:  Any concerns about this?  




MS. HORN:  So the language has come from the contracts that were executed this year?  




MS. RION:  Yes.  That’s correct. From the royalty agreement that was part of the contract, yes. Okay?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Are you satisfied with it, Henry? 




MR. SALTON:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I move the insertion then. If Henry is satisfied and the royalty motion is needed, I would -- 




MS. RION:  -- all right, all in favor. 




MR. SALTON:  I think it’s -- we’ll just really do a global adoption with these proposed changes. If that’s all right with you, Bob? 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Fine. I withdraw my motion. 




MS. RION:  Okay.  So -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- what does it imply so far as downstream derivatives are concerned and being covered by this 5 percent?  Is that -- is it just on going or is there some -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- I think that the royalty agreement has a -- it has specific time frames to it. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  All right, okay, never mind. That’s fine.  




MR. SALTON:  I can give you a copy of it if you want to look at it.  




MS. RION:  Yes, I also have copies of the royalty agreement. All right. If there are no other questions about that, let us proceed.




Any questions on page eight? There were no additions there.  Any questions on page nine?  




DR. LENSCH:  This is Willy Lensch. I have a question on page nine. 




MS. RION:  Okay.  




DR. LENSCH:  Now, at the top the first sentence is a carry over from the previous paragraph, but the first paragraph on this page, it seems to me that the wording here suggests that a grant from us may augment the salary at a company and that doesn’t seem to be consistent with our intent.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Why not?  




MS. RION:  Did you say specifically what you’re reading?  




DR. LENSCH:  Well, this whole paragraph talks about that a grant from Connecticut cannot be used to basically give you a raise on your salary. It talks about that completely in academia. And it says nothing about the company’s abilities to apply for a grant. And I’m just wondering if it’s consistent that we would say that someone in academia can’t get a raise based on Connecticut money, but somebody in the private sector could use it to augment their salary.  




MR. SALTON:  So if you want to expand it, again, as we’ve done consistently in the other sections to cover companies or hospitals as well as academic institutions that’s what you’re suggesting, Willy? 




DR. LENSCH:  Yes, well I’m just wondering is it -- it seems like it’s only half there. It’s only talking about academia and it seems to forget that there are these other institutions that should be a part of this whether they choose to apply or not who knows, but if they do apply is it consistent to say simply that this limitation applies to academia?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So, Willy, this is Warren. Then you -- your concern, if you want -- if this body wants it to apply to the other two entities your concern would be addressed by adding the language the same as we’ve done before.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  As we’ve done before. 




DR. LENSCH:  I think so, just to make it consistent.  But I wasn’t there for the last meeting. I don’t know if this is something the group discussed. I’m missing a little background on this one. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  No, I think it was the intention to be inclusive of all possible applicants including corporations, and research hospitals, and academics. So I think just adding that after academic institutions would do it.  




MR. SALTON:  Well, the balance of the sentence is -- 




MS. HORN:  -- that doesn’t work. 




MR. SALTON:  As Marianne pointed out references faculty members during the term of a faculty appointment.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Okay. We got over that last time by using investigator instead of faculty.  




MS. RION:  But the difficulty is that that by law the faculty person for the nine months that they are teaching that cannot be -- their salary may not be augmented.  But they are free in the summer to augment their salary by -- to do research or whatever. 




DR. LENSCH:  And let me ask the more general question of the group, do people have any reservations with these grants being used to augment a person’s salary in the private sector?  




DR. WALLACK:  I do. I think you’re right, Willy.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I see no objection to changing the language to cover the general case. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right, you just add a -- just end that sentence and then say, for academic institutions and then go on with the rest of your piece. 




MS. HORN:  Yes, I think we’d have to draft a separate sentence for the private -- the companies.  




DR. WALLACK:  Well, Marianne, can you similarly -- you could not augment salaries in companies and other entities -- and hospitals. 




MS. HORN:  Right.  It’s something very simple like that because -- the faculty and the post doc’s and the technical staff, I don’t think. 




DR. WALLACK:  We’re falling apart like sheep here. 




MS. HORN:  We are.  Can we take a count of who is still on the phone?  I thought maybe some person had rung off.  




DR. HUANG:  This is Paul Huang. 




DR. JENNINGS:  This is Charles Jennings and I’m latched to every word.  




MS. HORN:  Excellent.  




DR. LENSCH:  Willy Lensch attending with bated breath as well. 




MS. HORN:  Okay.  And Amy?  Amy is not there.  Kevin?  And Kevin?  Kevin Rakin?  




DR. RAKIN:  Yes.  




MS. HORN:  Oh, good, good, good.  Okay.  


DR. LENSCH:  This is Willy Lensch. I’m looking out the window the Jocelyn is still there. 




MS. HORN:  Okay, so Amy must have just said -- 




MS. RION:  -- Amy is in California. 




MS. HORN:  Okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is the Jocelyn in Boston?  




DR. LENSCH:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Oh.  




MS. HORN:  Okay.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  We have a quorum. Okay. Well, page nine has been resolved then.  




DR. WALLACK:  Well, Marianne is going to create language that -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- yes, Marianne is going to insert that other language. 




MS. HORN:  I’m just going to put language that hospitals and whatever companies -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- whatever you want to call it. 




MS. HORN:  Also may not use this money to augment the salaries.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is there a motion on the floor?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, I so move. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You’ll do it at the end as a coagulate.  




MS. RION:  So may I repeat the language so I’ve got it?  Companies and hospitals may not use the monies to augment their salaries. 




MR. SALTON:  No.  




DR. YANG:  I think, Nancy, the clarification was when they make the budget their salary -- however, that does not -- the only working faculty or company employees or hospital may not get a promotion, that’s really different because were -- and that I think is more the meaning because now -- they can get their reward or whatever from their institution, hospital or company.  When they prepare the budget based on their existing salary, right.  I think it’s just a clarification.  Let’s say you assign a 100k.  You can never say in your budget 200k.  Just to clarify. 




MS. RION:  Henry, did you have questions about how I read that? 




MR. SALTON:  I thought it was going to be the salaries of investigators as opposed to -- hospitals and companies may not use grant funds to augment existing salaries of investigators.  




MS. HORN:  Does that cover everybody we want to cover in a hospital or company?  




MS. RION:  Okay.  Excellent. And that will be inserted where?  




MR. SALTON:  Why don’t you put it as the sentence just before for proposals from academic institutions as a preceding sentence. 




MS. RION:  Oh, okay.  All right Page ten, any questions on page ten?  




DR. LENSCH:  Hi, this is Willy Lensch again. I have a question about page ten.  




MS. RION:  Um, hmm. 




DR. LENSCH:  So it’s near the bottom under changes in personnel.  For the last paragraph there it says, “funding cannot be transferred from the institution”, but then the next paragraph or the next sentence in that paragraph talks about how funding can be transferred, and so they disagree.  Perhaps the wording could say, funding cannot be transferred to an ineligible institution.  Would that capture what was meant to be said?  




MR. SALTON:  I thought that the second sentence was supposed to be an exception to the first sentence. That would be the only situation where you would transfer -- allow a transfer with your approval. 




DR. LENSCH:  And this is Willy Lensch again. The problem is the first sentence is very definite. IT doesn’t provide for exceptions. 




MR. SALTON:  Right, and that’s -- you’re right it needs to be corrected. You might say except where -- when a grantee moves to another institution in Connecticut, within Connecticut. 




DR. YANG:  Yes.  




MR. SALTON:  Money will be transferable. 




DR. YANG:  That’s the -- funding cannot be transferred to an institution outside Connecticut. It cannot go to another state, right?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Right.  




DR. YANG:  Within the state is okay. 




DR. LENSCH:  Should it be -- I think -- if it was Henry I heard, funding cannot be transferred from the institution except when the grantee moves to another eligible institution and it carries on as it does now.  




MR. SALTON:  Right.  




MS. RION:  Is this a place where we need to add hospital and company or can we just leave it at institutions? 




DR. YANG:  That’s a good question, Nancy. I think there are 100’s of situations like this. 




MS. RION:  There are.  




DR. YANG:  I think -- to the definition to define institution meaning institution, hospital or company.  




MS. RION:  I think that’s the way it was last year and what we were trying to do was with the case report and so forth was to make it more friendly to non academic institutions. But it certainly makes it -- 




DR. YANG:  -- okay, in that case rather than go each time that we discuss that -- you should automatically when you see institutions just add those three words.  




MS. RION:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Jerry, we only have one more page to go. I think let’s stick with what we were doing sticking upon the add company. 




MS. RION:  Everywhere. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Wherever. And if that was the intent, the purpose we have one more page. 




MS. RION:  Okay.  




DR. FISHBONE:  This is Gerry Fishbone, could I ask a question?  Should that perhaps be may rather than will? Or if it’s -- I mean you may not consider something eligible.  




MS. RION:  I think that would be good. Does everyone see where we are?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  No. 




MS. RION:  In that same paragraph, “funding cannot be transferred from the institution except when the grantee moves to another eligible institution within Connecticut funding may be transferable with the approval.” 




DR. CANALIS:  You need a period before the second -- do you realize that? 




MS. RION:  Yes.  I don’t know what happened here. 




DR. LENSCH:  This is Willy Lensch again. And this is not something I’m suggesting we insert in the document now, but the thought that just comes to mind that we should definitely think about the possibility that spin out companies could be generated from within academic institutions and that people may be interested in the future of moving some of their funding from their lab to their company.  




MS. RION:  We would hope that would happen. But I think that’s beyond the scope of the 2007 RFP. Page 11.  




DR. WALLACK:  I have a question, just a policy question.  In the next to last -- well, I guess it’s the last paragraph -- the one we’re talking about how funding cannot be transferred -- with the approval of Connecticut Innovations and the Advisory Committee. Should we have Connecticut Innovations and the Advisory Committee or just the Advisory Committee?  




MS. RION:  I can’t imagine that -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- I don’t know, Nancy. I mean -- 




MS. RION:  -- I think it should be the Advisory Committee.  




DR. WALLACK:  That’s what I think. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Does he just want to delete Connecticut Innovations?  




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And -- so with approval of the Advisory Committee.  




MS. RION:  Anything else on page ten?  All right, page eleven.  Under project reports, the Advisory Committee and the peer review committee and/or their designees, Charles, I believe you added that. 




DR. JENNINGS:  I’m sorry, Nancy, where are we?  




MS. RION:  You did.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Repeat the question, please? 




MS. RION:  On page eleven, Henry added the phrase, “under the Advisory Committee and the peer review committee and/or their designees reserve the right to conduct site visits.” 




DR. JENNINGS:  I was not the one to add that language, no.  




MS. RION:  Henry acknowledges that he added that.  Does anyone object to that giving a little more latitude for a site visit? 




MR. SALTON:  Well, I mean the point is there that the Advisory Committee could authorize to have Warren go out and visit a site because some questions came up as opposed to the members of the Committee. So that’s the only reason for that. And Warren would be happy to go.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’ll go right now if you’d like.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Not until 4:00. 




MS. RION:  All right. Towards the bottom of the page, there are two parts in blue and red. I’m not sure why they came in two different colors. But notice the one in blue, the last time what happened was after we received all the proposals we asked for the proprietary information and some people said, well, my whole proposal is proprietary and by the rules of the -- the FOI rules you can’t do it that way. 




So we needed very specific phrases, paragraphs, whatever was the proprietary information. So this is where we’re just letting people know that we want to know that up front. So applicants are required to identify the words or paragraphs of specific pages of the application that contain trade secrets or other proprietary information.  Any questions about that? All right.  




And not withstanding the foregoing, this was added by Henry, “all applicable laws governing access to public records will be observed.”  Any questions?  Marianne?  




MS. HORN:  I just had a thought on page 13 when you go over to Attachment 1 the actual research proposal cover page we had them check off boxes there if they had any proprietary information. And maybe we should put -- just as identified such sections or pages, so that might have led them to do that broad stroke rather than having any specific -- identify the words or paragraphs of specific pages.  Maybe just put that language in there as well. 




MS. RION:  Good, that’s great. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Where do you want that, Marianne? 




MS. HORN:  Over on page 13, proprietary information.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Identify such sections as -- 




MS. HORN:  -- yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  All right. 




DR. WALLACK:  Nancy, on page 13 where it says, institutions, do you have to put hospital and company again there? 




MS. RION:  That would be a good thing to do. 




MR. SALTON:  I don’t know if this will help or if it’s just not something you want to do, but again on page one, “eligible applicants” is a term of art that’s defined in the definitions. And it is, “the hospital, the company, or the academic institution”.  So to the extent that you’re looking for something that doesn’t -- isn’t a three word with two slashed, you could just use eligible applicant, EA, and -- throughout this instead of putting in every sentence hospital/company -- or academic institution/hospital/company.  So that could be used -- and you already have it in here -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- well, you know, Henry, you could do it that way or just identify the three and then as you go through otherwise known as the applicant. I think that’s exactly what you’re saying. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  The problem with that -- the problem the subcommittee ran into there were certain paragraphs that were specific criteria and conditions for academia about -- I can’t recall it now, but in several cases. And that’s why we had to vent them for commercial and hospital. Now, I think it’s not necessary in every case that we’ve done it, but what’s the harm?  I mean we had the thrust to highlight it so let it be highlighted, and hope that we’ll get more than one application from a commercial institution and the first one from a hospital will be welcome. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are we now prepared to vote on the series of smaller changes that we’ve made?  


DR. LENSCH:  This is Willy Lensch. I have one more point on page 12 I’d like to bring up, if I may.  


MS. RION:  Okay.  




DR. LENSCH:  Hopefully everybody has a page 12.  So it’s just a carry over from the preceding page on invention software and copyrights.  And you can see there after the section in parenthesis where it says, “the state encourages the publication and distribution of the results of the project performed under its funding and expects the results to be publicly available.”  




And so my concern here is that it may be a bit ambiguous as it relates to companies and whether this would perhaps make them afraid that they might not be able to protect in confidence and hold trade secrets regarding things that they have generated here. And so my question is does the phrase expects the results pertain specifically to work that has been published or does it pertain to all work that’s funded by the state because I can see it taken either way.  




DR. HUANG:  This is Paul Huang. I think that for federal funding, anyway, there is the expectation that if there are federal funds involved then they -- the data would be published and even if it wasn’t published would be available to other researchers. And I don’t see why we should allow state funding to go to companies to then become proprietary. If they want to do that on their money I think that that’s fine. But if it’s state funded then I think it’s reasonable to have an expectation that that information will be freely available.  




DR. KIESSLING:  This is Ann Kiessling. I’d like to speak to that, Paul.  The precedent established in California was to really encourage intellectual property development. It is to encourage the economy and to a certain extent that’s exactly what Connecticut is interesting in doing.  So for that reasons this is -- even though this is taxpayer dollar the expectation is that this is going to advance business in Connecticut.  And so for that reason the companies that are applying for funds and expect to develop intellectual property need to be able to protect that intellectual property at least for some small period of time otherwise it’s going to discourage rather than encourage commercial development. 




DR. LENSCH:  This is Willy Lensch, again. I think it could really be the kiss of death here. And I would take issue with just one small part of what Paul said.  I think the generation of information is certainly part of the goal, but it’s to advance public health and to provide improved incentive. To the companies that are incapable of protecting their rights and inventions that way then that’s certainly not going to happen. I think that this really could be a downer.  




DR. JENNINGS:  This is Charles Jennings. It doesn’t specify how or when they need to make them available.  I would point out that if somebody files a patent the contents of the patent eventually become public information. I mean if they put a product on the market that’s I think eventually publicly available. So if I were a company I would just argue that those conditions meet the criteria. My guess is that this is unlikely to be a big deterrent in practice, but I would -- if Kevin is still there he might want to comment.  




MS. RION:  Kevin, are you still there? Too bad, he would have been helpful.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So can we change that to read the State of Connecticut encourages the publication and distribution of the results of the projects performed under its funding, period.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Get rid of expects the results to be published.  If I were a private industry I’d say, no. 




DR. LENSCH:  That would work.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. LENSCH:  This is Willy Lensch. I think that that would be better.  And, again, Charles’ point is well taken that a company can argue this either way. I just don’t want this to seem like there is a clouding over it in a way that would make companies wonder how that’s going to be interpreted and maybe make them soft on a desire to apply. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Agreed.  




DR. HUANG:  Yes, this is Paul Huang. I think if the wording were encourages then they would read that into it’s optimal and not required or expected.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Paul, this is Ann, again. This is actually a very interesting area. And the folks in California have spent many, many, many meetings working this out. And they’ve hammered out a very, a very interesting agreement and it wouldn’t surprise me if the federal government doesn’t adopt some of what they’ve done.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  So as far as this paragraph we’re looking at we’re going to delete the several words after, “under its funding”. The project is going to be projects performed under its funding, period. And we’re going to delete, “and expects the results to be publicly available.”  And then following on with the Commissioner of Public Health, etcetera.  




DR. LENSCH:  I think that sounds good. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is that all right? Okay.  Are we ready to vote on the additional amendments?  


MR. MANDELKERN:  More than ready.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, no.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  Call the question, please. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Oh, okay.  The vote will be for several small individual amendments or changes and a deletion of the expectation that results will be publicly available covered in the -- on the page 12.  And I will ask for a second to that motion. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Second. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Anyone opposed?  The motion is carried.  Yes, Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Bob Mandelkern, I think we owe a vote of acclamation to Nancy Rion. She has put out at least a half a dozen copies of this RFP over and over and over.  How she does it I don’t know.  And the minor typos have been minimum and I think she really is worthy of an acclamation for keeping this straight for the last three months. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So noted.  We now have an item that will require a vote.  Item No. 4, the UCONN seed vote, proposal. I would suggest that we attend to that now and go back to other items associated with the RFP and the ISSCR meeting.  




MR. SALTON:  We may want to check first before we -- if we have a quorum.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Excuse me, this is Charles Jennings.  Mr. Chairman, I didn’t exactly hear what you just proposed.  And since I will be recused from the discussion of the UCONN seed proposal and I would request that you finish the RFP if it requires my vote and then I would like to leave.  




MR. SALTON:  Charles, this is Henry Salton.  We may just be tabling this next agenda item because we may not have a quorum.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  




MR. SALTON:  So we’re going to check with Nancy now to see if we have a quorum. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay, great. 




MS. RION:  I don’t think he realized we just voted on the RFP.  




MR. SALTON:  Did you hear that there was a vote adopting the RFP with all the amendments? 




DR. JENNINGS:  Oh, great. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  There were five present.  Willy and Paul is seven.  It’s a question of Amy and Kevin, whether they’re on or not.  




MS. RION:  Amy?  Kevin?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Nope, that’s it. 




MR. SALTON:  So there is no quorum for Item No. 4 on the agenda so that will, again, be tabled to a future meeting. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Would you like to present -- would you like to present your budget, Mr. Wollschalger?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, I’d be happy to, Mr. Chair, but I would, again, say in the interest of efficiency that first maybe we want to revisit the whole question of whether or not this is a theoretical exercise or whether or not there is actually money available.  Based on the conversations we’ve had internally it does not look like we could just reach in and grab additional money from the 10 million absent legislative language. But I defer to Marianne and Henry for their informal opinion on that as well.  But we have looked at it a little bit since the last meeting and I don’t -- I don’t see that we can access existing funds without a legislative budget expansion option. 




MR. SALTON:  Yes.  




DR. MICHAEL GENEL:  Mike Genel. 




MS. RION:  Oh, Mike Genel.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All right.  




DR. GENEL:  Do you guys have a quorum? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MS. RION:  We had a quorum to be able to approve the RFP.  




DR. GENEL:  Uh, huh, okay, all right, I’ll hang on for about ten minutes. We’re on a break. 




MS. RION:  Thank you.  




MR. SALTON:  The question, again, is whether or not based on the statutory language whether the Committee can take funds out of the stem cell fund that’s created by the statute for administrative purposes and I reviewed this. I also talked to superiors in my office. And they were uniform in the opinion, as I am, that under the current statutory language you do not have authority to take use funds out of the stem cell fund other than for delivery and granting aid approved by the Committee.  There is no administrative overhead authority to draw money out of that fund. 




And, in fact, if you look at the last two years and the legislature specifically provided statutory authorization to do so for the monies that have been taken. It would have been necessary for the legislature to do so but that was already an inherent right in the statute.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  With that being said, it might still be useful to go through it if this body was interested in considering some new legislative initiative for consideration in November or so we could begin talking about it. But in terms of immediate action I just don’t see how we could do anything. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Then why don’t we move on to the presentation from the two individuals who were present at the Australian International Stem Cell review.  




MS. TOWNSEND:  Do you want me to start? 




MS. HORN:  Yes, why don’t you go ahead and then I’ll just talk about my specific panel.  




MS. TOWNSEND:  As many of you know, and for those who don’t, Marianne Horn and I had the privilege of representing the State of Connecticut at the International Society of Stem Cell Researchers annual meeting, which took place in , if I say it correctly, Cairns, Australia, June -- I want to make sure I got the right dates here -- it was in June. You’re right, it was June.  




We had three objectives going in there. One was to have Marianne actually present at a pre-event forum in Melbourne, which I’m sure she’ll talk about. We also wanted to promote Connecticut as a national and international leader in stem cell research.  We had a booth at the vendor portion of the event. And we also wanted to create partnerships of many kinds. We wanted to create partnerships with colleges and universities, with well -- encourage the, and continue to support the interstate collaborative that Warren has helped to form and to chair, and also with international partnerships and private businesses. 




So we were able to meet quite a number of people coming to the booth or attending a variety of luncheons that we went to.  I think in retrospect the most influential person, I think the person who could be most helpful to the Connecticut program overall and who was definitely worth going to Australia to see was Robert Kline, who is with the California program. He’s actually the person who is behind Proposition 71.  A really good individual who is just very interested in overall creating not only a good atmosphere for research, but also bearing in mind that business, there is a business that surrounds stem cell.  




And we are in talks and negotiations with him right now to, a, basically repeat what he said to some very high level people here in the State of Connecticut, including the Chair of the Committee and my boss and Commissioner, Dr. Galvin.  As well as the head of DECD, the new Commissioner there, Commissioner, McDonald, and Rob Simmons, who is the state’s business advocate.  




Their funding paradigm is very interesting in that they have non-taxable bonds that are supporting this program over a 35 year period.  It’s a whole different way of thinking about how to fund this program. It brings some stability to the long term that businesses who wish to invest are looking for and also the researchers are looking for, knowing that there will be monies in the pipeline, if you will, over a 35 year period is very calming in a very changing world, and a changing atmosphere of stem cell research.




So we are going to have that conversation with Mr. Kline and look to see if he is very interested in bringing himself as well as a couple of his folks to Connecticut to talk about -- do technical consult, if you will, to talk about the funding paradigm that’s used in California and how it might be used here in the Sate of Connecticut.  And it’s not just getting the bonding, it’s also getting the right atmosphere and doing the right marketing.  And really reaching out to patient advocates even more so than what we’re doing now. So there is more to it than just getting the legislators to really think about the bonding issue, but there is a whole program. He’s quite enthusiastic. And they’re very generous with their time and we’re very appreciative of that.  




Some of the people that came by our booth, George Daily, of course, was a draw to our booth. He was part of the t.v. program that we were showing. And I do have some of the goodies from the booth, which I’ll give to you later.  Again, we were promoting Connecticut as a place to do embryonic stem cell research. A lot of questions about how to access the money.  We do have leads for the scientific community as well as the business community here in the state, and some possible StemConn ’09 sponsorship leads.




So one of the other people that came over to our booth, and it was a little bit of a surprise, was the National Institutes of Health.  And they are looking to talk with all of the states that are doing human embryonic stem cell research currently to see how they can gear up and strategically move forward in the event, and probably in the future, when the federal government will allow embryonic stem cell research on lines that are older than say August 9th of 2001. So it was another great connection we made there.  




And I really believe that we made some headway and learned quite a lot.  I know I learned a lot about the science, but we also made some headway in getting people to recognize Connecticut as the little program that could and the little program that will. And with a lot of help from California and the other partnerships, we’re talking with Spain. We’re talking with really formalizing things with some of the people that we met back in Toronto, including Scotland, U.K, really on the government to government level seeing how those partnerships can really -- they are fruit for both sides. 




So actually I’m going to turn it over to Marianne. I think I’ve summed it up in a couple of seconds, minutes.  




MS. HORN:  Yes, that’s good. Yes, it was a wonderful opportunity for Lynn and I to travel to Australia.  The first few days that I was down in Australia I was able to participate in a panel discussion. The keynote speaker was En Sui Huang, who is the new chairperson of the ISSCR ethics panel. And they are currently coming out with an advisory paper on how to deal with the whole issue of animal, human, kybrids, or whatever you want to call them. 




The -- I was on two panels, actually, in Melbourne. The first one -- and this was sponsored -- both of them by the Australian Stem Cell Center, so we made some very solid connections with the folks at the Australian Stem Cell Center, who Warren had actually started the connection up in Boston at Bio. And we are talking to them about some kind of partnership. They’re very interested in partnering, building their program, building their research. So I think there is an opportunity there for some collaboration. They’ve already got a partnership going with California.




We started to introduce ourselves as the way to gain access to the east coast of the -- 




MS. TOWNSEND:  -- gateway to the northeast, I think is how you put it.  




MS. HORN:  Yes, then we broadened it to the east coast. So I think particularly the initiative, again, that Warren is so involved in would be the IASCR, which is something that we got a lot of recognition for, the fellow from California -- 




MS. TOWNSEND:  -- Bob Kline. 




MS. HORN:  Bob Kline mentioned that as a wonderful effort. And an attorney from Massachusetts came over to our booth and he was just so grateful that we had taken this on. A lot of people had talked about, but nobody had really taken the initiative to take it forward. 




So I had an opportunity at the panel, I was the only one on the panel who had had hands on experience in actually implementing a program and dealing with some of the ethics and legal issues. So I think it was interesting in terms of our transparency and how we did our process.




At the conference itself there was an ethics conference -- an ethics session and it was chaired by En Sui Huang, and a woman from Australia, an attorney who had chaired the Lockhart report, which was adopted just before we arrived allowing systemic cell nuclear transfer, which had been outlawed in Australia up to that point.  And now the states are individually adopting it. It’s very much a topic of a lot of discussion. 




And there was a woman from the HFEA in the U.K. talking about pimyas, and their new guidance, the whole consultative process that they’re working on. And Bernard Low from California was talking about how we all need to work on accepting lines that are derived elsewhere might have minor differences in terms of how they’re derived. For example, California may pay for bus fare. We say no direct or indirect payment does that mean that can’t use their lines, that kind of thing. 




So there was -- I would say overall that was a key message that we were getting from the international level and at the national level that there really needs to be more consistency, more understanding of how the lines were developed, a comfort level, less redundancy in terms of reviews, and perhaps some data bases internationally and nationally so that we can feel comfortable that the lines that we’re using have been reviewed, they’re reliable, and we don’t have to reinvent the wheel every time. 




So it was pretty heavy company.  It was an exciting conference. I have some things for our ethics group that we could take back and chew over in more detail. But I think we brought some good contacts back and -- 




MS. TOWNSEND:  -- absolutely.  




MS. HORN:  Thank you for the opportunity to go.  




MS. TOWNSEND:  Yes, thank you very much. And one other thing I wanted to add is that the opening remarks by the Governor of Victoria, I believe, talked about how we need to bring this home for people and bring home not only what the science can do, but also the time frames, and realistic time frames in which they can do it.  Some people I think, and it’s even happening here in Connecticut, okay, we’re putting out the money, when are we going to have a product. Well, it’s a long, slow haul from now until the time -- from bench to body, as they say. So one of the overriding messages that I got in terms of communication was keep that door open. Keep communicating, scientists, in particular, to the public and to interested public, to the patient bases, to hospitals and other physicians.  That we really need to not talk over their heads, but we really need to be honest about what this is doing, where this is going, and how this money is going to support the future of public health not only here, but in the world.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And can you tell this group when the next -- when or where the next meeting is?  Because it’s here in the states, I know. 




MS. TOWNSEND:  It’s in Philadelphia and it’s, I believe, in July of ’08. Do you have that -- 




MS. HORN:  -- I don’t think I have that with me.  




MS. TOWNSEND:  Is it on the back of that? 




MS. HORN:  June 12 to the 14, 2008 in Philadelphia.  




DR. WALLACK:  June 12 to the 14th? 




MS. TOWNSEND:  Right. And one of the recommendations that we have, there were just over 1900 participants and a number of vendors was down a little bit, of course, probably because it was in such a far flung part of the world.  I really am excited about Philadelphia and would highly recommend that we have another booth there. Our neighbors, the Bedford Institute, was right next door to us. We made a lot of great connections. 




Pfizer came over to us. It took going to Australia to meet one of the Pfizer people.  I know you’re meeting with them on Friday, but I have some information just a card that I can share with you. General Electric, who we met with -- the Commissioner and I met with before I left, and they’re very interested in also partnering with the State of Connecticut and seeing what -- how they can help with all of this. And also how we can help them.  So we were very excited.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I thank you for your presentation.  And to you and Marianne for traveling so far and crossing the International date line a couple of times, and getting yourself completely out of sync in your day cycle.  But I think it is worthwhile.  I think that there are some things we need to consider here. I don’t think that it’s a fait accompli that the next person who occupies the White House is going to be pro-stem cell.  It may be somebody who says the very opposite, very conservative point of view, perhaps even somewhat further to the right than the current occupant of that area. So I don’t think it’s by -- a sure thing that all of a sudden the federal purses are going to open up.  And I think as long as we are so heavily involved in the Middle East there is not much money to open up the federal purses.  




And I think there are two things that are important with stem cell. One is to have the permission or the intellectual environment to be able to do the work without restrictions, with reasonable restriction. I mean no one wants to throw all restrictions away.  And it’s probably best said that we want to encourage being able to do stem cell research with stem cell, human embryonic stem cell lines other than those currently approved by the federal government. I think that probably summarizes it.




I see this as a place in time where there is this potential of very rapid growth and coalition. And it appears to me that most of the seminal work or important work is going to be done by conglomerations, or groups of people, or combinations of various states. I don’t think that there is any one state, even California with its huge budget that can carry the load alone. And that will be able to encompass enough scientific knowledge in one state to move the field ahead in a very rapid and realistic manner.  




Therefore, I think we are a stage where we have to figure out who do we want to partner with. There is a meeting in October, which I intend to be present at, in Edinburgh convened by I guess soon to be Sir Ian Wilmont, and to discuss business aspects of this. We had a very interesting conversation with former Congressman Simmons, who said -- he said -- it was a nice quote. He said, if you can get these financial fish close to the boat I’ll net them. And so I think as people show interest in our program we have to have the right kind of responses. 




It is my opinion that our -- in Connecticut we have somewhat more leeway to do stem cell research than the U.K. people have. They have some -- a fairly considerable amount of resistance to human embryonic stem cell research in the United Kingdom, which I found surprising.  But it’s not the only country. I know the French are interested. The Australians are interested. And I think we’re going to look at a time where we have to decide, you know, are we going to partner -- we, the stem cell group in Connecticut, are going to actively explore partnerships with other governments. 




G.E.’s big interest is a broader interest, which coincides with Mark LaLane and feelings about this as being part of an overall technology of cellular biology and cellular research. G.E.’s big thing is nanotech.  But they’re interested in what we’re doing as potentially something that will fit in with nanotech. And we’re going to talk to -- Milt and I are going to be talking to a Pfizer individual on Friday. I think Pfizer is probably -- interest is probably much more along the line of applied science, and applied medication, and the like.  




And so I think we look at -- we need to look at, obviously, where are we going with all this. We need to encourage the partnerships because the partnerships and the multi state coalitions are the only way you’re going to get enough money to do this.  We’re never going to get enough money to do it on our own.  I think that if we don’t move very swiftly, based on information we get in the next several months, that we will be in the position of being left behind, and being a nitch stem cell research state.  




I have the greatest respect for my professional and academic colleagues in New Haven, but my -- and I don’t want to speak for anybody down there. But my feeling would be that if something doesn’t move right along that Yale may, in fact, form their own coalitions with other universities and other countries, of which they’re perfectly capable, and have a good understanding of the business sense of things. 




So I think we’re at a stage where we need to look at, are we going to now start to look actively to partner with -- I mean if we got a partnership with G.E, that’s, you know, even to initially explore some -- the interface between nanotechnology and stem cell that would be huge. I mean this is a giant corporation. Pfizer is a giant corporation.  And I can guarantee you that if we don’t -- if we don’t partner with people who are interested in this work somebody else will.  And if Idaho partners with G.E. then that space will be taken.  And we won’t be able to -- they won’t want to partner with two different states to do the same thing. So I think we’re at a stage where we need to figure out who do we partner with and how do we do this.




The alternative is to encourage science, to make grants, and supervise grants, to go to the General Assembly and see if perhaps they’ll give us another 20 million dollars to explore bonding. Bonding is always difficult.  And when you say -- I don’t know how you describe, you talk about municipal bonds, these are bonds -- we all know, the institutions buy or individuals buy and since they’re issued by a state or a municipality whatever money you make on it is less then you’d make on a commercial bond, on an IBM bond, but you get to keep it all or most of it, and it’s federal -- state tax free. Not federal tax free unless it’s a federal bond.  




But those -- that’s always difficult and you may get the bonding issue -- you may get a 300 million dollar bonding issue in February of next year, but you may not get it funded for two more years.  So it may be sitting there. We’ve experienced that with our -- with our new medical lab. We got the bonding five years ago and we didn’t get the appropriated money until last year.  So that’s my take. And I’m certainly -- you know, I think we need to move aggressively forward, and we’re trying to do that. But I’d certainly entertain any and all comments from the Board. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Gerry Fishbone.  Could I just ask a question?  If one were able to unite with a company like G.E. would they be setting the agenda of what research would be done or would we still be as free of encumbrances as we are today? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s an excellent question, Gerry. And I think that we would have to -- G.E. doesn’t want to do stem cells, but they want to look at stem cells as a part of nanotechnology and cellular biology.  And I think we would have to, you know, negotiate with them. What is our -- you know, we’re not interested in developing your cellular cameras, and tings like that. We are interested in doing things within the cell that they’re intentions or their technology could facilitate.  




So one of the reasons I talk about this is a lot is we have to have a pretty fine line and not just become an -- this is a big corporation. It would be very easy for us to get gobbled up. I mean 10 million bucks to G.E. is walking around money.  This is a company that spends three billion dollars on health care between the United States and the international community.  But I think that there is interest there and I think we have to say -- be able to go to them and say, here is what our interest is. And, you know, you remember the old -- you must have done the thing drawing the circles.  You know, here is Gerry’s circle and here is Bob’s, and we’ve got to look at that area where the two circles come together and say, this is where we’d like to -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- Bob Mandelkern.  It was my impression that after the RFP was adopted, as we did successfully today, that the strategic planning subcommittee had a part too that we had defined very clearly over the last months or two, which was to go forward with more broad strategic planning, communication planning, etcetera.  So our Chairman, I think, is still on the phone, I hope.  I hope.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes, I am. I’m going to have to hang up in a minute. But -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- and I thought that that was the direction that we were proceeding with and hopefully we will be meeting and coming forth with some concrete proposals.  The one big question that looms in my mind is, as I understand the law, we are limited to awarding monies for Connecticut based research.  How we’re going to get over the hurdle with internationals and nationals is a question that looms large. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, as the Congressman said to us, don’t worry about that. Get the fish near the boat, I’ll net. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  The ex-Congressman. 




MS. HORN:  Yes, the ex-Congressman. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think that’s -- that he and others have that sort of expertise that if we are approached by the very large corporate entity or another state or consortium of states I don’t know how to do this. I mean if the French want to have a partnership with us I wouldn’t -- I wouldn’t know how to put this together, but I think that Rob Simmons would. 




MS. TOWNSEND:  Right. And we consulted with Rob before we left. We consulted with a number of people, to ECD, and basically what the Commissioner said earlier was that, get them, start that relationship, open the doors.  Start talking and then bring the information to us and we will negotiate it on behalf of the state.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And they can do things like tax relief. 




MS. TOWNSEND:  Right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Or payments in lieu of taxes or things to make the business end work. And they’re used to contracting -- the Lieutenant Governor was in Europe looking for business. They know how to do this stuff. I have not a clue how to do contracts with foreign entities.  




DR. JENNINGS:  But, Mr. Chairman, if I may it sounds like we need to identify some point of contact at G.E. and/or Pfizer and have some kind of discussion with them. So it seems the next question should be who are we going to talk to, who on their end, who on our end, and when.  




MS. TOWNSEND:  I have information and actually after our meeting with the other Bob Galvin at G.E. I was contacted by the research and development people at G.E. for another conversation. They’d like to talk with somebody with the state. I’m assuming it would be the Commissioner at least to start, Warren, maybe bringing in Rob Simmons, and we can explore a little bit more as to what the two sides are looking for.  




As for Pfizer I understand that there is a meeting on Friday and I also have a contact to share with the folks attending that meeting. So the doors are open and in terms of who would be the point of contact we’ve actually -- I’ve got some recommendations, some more formal recommendations for the Commissioner as to how these contacts would be best distributed and to really use them to their maximum potential.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Do we have enough to just go ahead and arrange a meeting or ask the Commissioner to on behalf of the Committee with the appropriate people from these companies? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we’ve already had a meeting with General Electric. And we’re meeting with Pfizer on Friday.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Right. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And then we have to figure out -- I met with my namesake and the chief physician for General Electric who is very interested in this, but he’s -- he, like myself, is trained in primary care so he’s not the -- he’s -- he’s one of the big decision makers, but he’s not the research decision maker. And now we’ve gotten past that level of yes, they’re interested in talking about it, and now we’ve identified the next level, the guy who may make, who is the decision maker for the science. And then we need to try to figure out what is it they’re looking for and maybe there isn’t anything that we’re looking for or that the two, three universities are looking for.  But I think there is and we need to find that common ground. 




We need to do the same thing with Pfizer. We’re having an initial meeting so we know who to talk to because we didn’t even know who -- the only person I know down at General Electric is the other Dr. Bob Galvin. Now we know who to talk to. So we’re going through -- and we’ll do the same thing with Pfizer about -- we want to talk to -- basically we want to talk to you so they know who to talk to. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.  




DR. HUANG:  Mr. Galvin, this is Paul Huang. So I think that it’s very, very forward looking of you to talk to G.E. and Pfizer. Pfizer, I believe, has a facility in Groton for cardiovascular research.  And now with Lipitor coming off patent in several years and the recent problems with some of the HDL raising drugs, clearly there is a great need to find new drug targets. So I think stem cell research would be a very big potential part of that. 




And I can foresee many ways where the state would have the autonomy, the scientific autonomy that we talked about earlier and yet still have an effective partnership in the sense that a company like Pfizer could have first right of refusal for commercialization. And there is many ways to do it so that we still maintain the scientific autonomy, setting the direction and allowing the best science to go forward, yet give them the opportunity to carry it through to patient care and clinical development, which is actually what we all want.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  I would -- I agree with you, Paul. And I think what Milt and I are going to try to explore is how do we do this with an industrial giant without getting sucked up and having something that -- 




DR. HUANG:  -- right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You know when the leaf blower thing comes around in the fall it sucks the stuff up and it goes up the back end as chips. 




DR. HUANG:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we don’t want to become chips.  Yes, Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  It seems to me that it’s wonderful that there is this movement forward with Pfizer and G.E. I’m just wondering if the Committee as a whole shouldn’t be having some input into this movement, whether it’s in accordance with the total membership of the Committee or a majority membership of the Committee. And whether the strategic subcommittee has now been bypassed and is mute. 




And also I think we need an exploration of the legal ramifications. We have a very definite statute under which we are operating, which has very definite limitations. And before we go talking a partnership with a question mark with nationals and internationals, we should have to know, from a legal point of view, whether we can even consider such things. 




So I think it’s -- it would be incumbent upon us to bring these questions to the whole Committee as an agenda item for the next meeting. And also to have some clear legal interpretation of what we can and cannot do under the statute under which we operate. Or else a clear feeling about what the legislature might be moved to do in the next session. 




MS. TOWNSEND:  I think Marianne and I had similar questions going to Australia. Can we partner? Do we have authority to partner? And the overwhelming message that we got from a number of people, Maria O’Brien at Connecticut Development Authority, and from Rob Simmons -- and Marianne being a lawyer I’m assuming that you’ve looked at the statute. You probably can recite it in your -- is that we have the ability to partner as a state with whoever we feel would be best to benefit the state in terms of businesses creating jobs and also maintaining the integrity of the science that we’re supporting here in the State of Connecticut.  




And I defer to the Chair and to Marianne and to the Committee here as to whether or not that is -- was the case. I mean we were given carte blanche, although we didn’t do it, to create partnerships there.  I think we were both a little hesitant to do that. But at least we’ve opened the doors to do that. 





And also going back to what Commissioner Galvin said earlier is that the time really is now and I am afraid that if we hesitate, he who hesitates is lost, I believe is the saying. So I think we need to move forward trusting in Warren, and Marianne, and myself, and Denise, and the Commissioner in terms of what we are dedicated to doing what’s best for the stem cell program and for the State of Connecticut. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, we -- I am bringing this to the Board, the entire Board, and soliciting feedback.  And if you don’t want us to go and talk to Pfizer, and you don’t us want to go talk to G.E. then I won’t. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’m just asking, Commissioner, what is the definition of partnership under the statute under which we’re operating.  




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, can I -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- yes, we find everybody we could in the state -- they really don’t care. They’ll work out something when it happens. This state is dead last. It’s 50 out of 50 in job creation. Now, this state needs business and they need science. And I’m sure that the Chief Executive and that the elected assembly members are going to do the kinds of things they need to do to bring business into Connecticut. I mean if G.E. wants to invest a lot of money or if the French want to invest -- are they going to say, nah, we don’t think so.  We desperately need -- as -- what did Rob say, we need something besides trying to get another submarine and tourism in Connecticut. 




MS. TOWNSEND:  And he’s the one who saved the submarines. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And he saved the submarines.  Milt.  




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, I totally endorse what you just said.  I personally can care less where I get my next billion dollars from.  And if I’m going to get the next billion dollars for the thing that we’re here for to find breakthroughs in embryonic stem cell research that’s all we’re about. So conversations and communication is the most critically important thing at this time. We will -- and any opportunity we have at high levels of these companies to go into I totally, totally endorse.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, next year is a short session of the legislature. That’s ordinarily it’s supposed to be a January to March or middle January to -- it always go on until June. However, following that legislative session is an election.  The election is in November. The legislature will disband in April, maybe May, even later, but their session will be finished. 




The sentiment in the legislative body, at this time, appears to be directed toward universal healthcare, which sometimes gets -- which sometimes is a way of saying, universal health payment. They’re not the same thing, and I think some people get them confused. Paying -- there already is universal healthcare except it doesn’t get paid for it very well. And it’s not timely delivery. Nobody goes without healthcare, very few people. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may, this is Charles Jennings. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. 




DR. JENNINGS:  And I’m going to have to leave the meeting now.  But if there is a question as to whether you or  Warren or anyone else should proceed in talking with G.E., or Pfizer or, any other major company the answer in my mind is absolutely yes. And the first question is are there areas of common interest. We’ll worry later about the logistics of making it work. And if anyone is concerned about the sensitivities of the subcommittee then, please, don’t worry on my account. And so I’ll have to hang up now I’m afraid, but please do go ahead. And to the extent that you’re looking for endorsement. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Thank you.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Talk to you next month. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Good bye. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Let me just finish, I don’t think anybody has any idea what the priorities of the new legislative body are going to be. And they’re set by Speaker Amman and by President Williams, the President of the Senate. They may not even want to discuss stem cell research. They may be much more inclined to discuss things like extending Husky payments.  So if you ask them for a hundred million dollars they may want to give 50 million dollars. They may want to put 50 million dollars for the healthcare system or they -- or they may want to give it for extending children’s care or Husky care, or they may want to give it to the University of Connecticut medical school. 




So there are no guarantees what the agendas are going to be. And the Speaker, in particular, sets the agenda and it may not be one of his priorities. So I think we need to move swiftly and decisively and talk to people and then let the Marie O’Brien’s and the Rob Simmons of the world sort out this big net full of fish that we’re going to bring to the boat, and let them sort out -- they throw the ones back they don’t want.  




DR. LENSCH:  This is Willy Lensch, if I may interject something here. I also endorse your efforts to solicit external funding, Commissioner Galvin, and anybody else on the Committee. And would simply point out that we are called by the legislation to generate a donated funds program.  And that’s left very open. And that even a private citizen that wished to give a bowl of cash to the program, hopefully someone will, but that certainly that could come with strings attached.  




Directed giving is the most common form of philanthropy associated with institutions where they want it to go for this or for that. And the legislation is definitely silent on the point of whether those types of gifts will be accepted or not. I think that it falls upon us to use our good judgment and to not put the state into peril, but to do whatever is possible to solicit funding that can be used as generously and as liberally as possible.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Marianne has brought to my attention that we may have a voting quorum for Item No. 4.  




MS. HORN:  Yes, I just need to know who still is on the phone, if we could do that one more time. Kevin Rakin?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Charles is gone. 




MS. HORN:  Mike Genel. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No, Mike was just on it for -- 




MS. HORN:  Amy is gone.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Item No. 7, target dates, does anybody have any problems with August 1st, August 15th, and November 1st for release, letters of intent and receipt of proposals?  




MS. RION:  I have a question. Is there any reason to wait until August 1st? Should we just do it because it’s August 1st?  I mean we really -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- if they’re finished, approved, send them out.  What’s the point of holding them? They’re not going to age like a cabernet. 




MS. RION:  Presumably what we would do is put them right away on DPH’s website, and make them available to everyone.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  As long as you can make sure there is no -- get the typos out of there, the little dots, periods. 




MS. RION:  Absolutely.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Bob.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Question, Nancy, how is the list formulated who gets the notification that the new RFP’s are out there?  How is that -- I mean do Advisory Committee members have the right to propose certain names who you should notify that the proposal is there if they want to use it without any prejudice. I’m just saying do we have the right to expand the list or what?  




MS. RION:  Absolutely.  It should be available to everyone. It should be on websites.  Whenever we release it without the typos we’ll send it all to you and you can share it with as many, and I would encourage you to share it with as many people as you can.  We really need it widely distributed.  It’s very easy to distribute it to the universities.  It’s probably pretty easy to distribute to the hospitals.  And the companies, you know, Connecticut Innovations certainly has a large database of companies. And so I think we can do that.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  CURA should be a valuable resource.  




MS. RION:  Oh, absolutely.  Everybody on CURA is on -- in CI’s database, so that would be -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I would suggest that once it’s on -- ready for our website that we hang onto to it for 48 hours to make sure everybody reads it through and there is nothing that is confusing or -- as we wordsmithed it a little bit that we haven’t changed something around that one of us might spot.  Mr. Wollschalger.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just for the record, last year, last RFP it went to every hospital CEO. It went to every provider member of CURA. It went to every -- every higher education institution, not just the there that were funded, but to all of them. So I mean -- and we’ll certainly do all of that plus anything else that anybody --  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- do G.E. and Pfizer for us.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  The only point I was making, Warren, is that in my work in the Parkinson’s community I know of some academic researchers in Parkinson’s primarily. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  And in hospitals who weren’t aware of the previous RFP. So I just wanted to make sure it was so called kosher for me to make sure that they had the opportunity.  




MS. RION:  That’s absolutely essential that you do because if it goes to a CEO or the head of a department they may choose not to distribute it. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Absolutely. But, again, for the record and in response to the findings of case -- 




MS. RION:  -- right. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  This went to every hospital last time regardless of the findings.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But you may want to send it to the Vice President for Medical Affairs rather than the CEO.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Or the head of research at Danbury had never heard it before.  




MS. TOWNSEND:  We also, as I recall, did a press release last year, which we can repeat if the Committee would like.  I’ll take that as a yes. 




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we might want to send them to the VP of Medical Affairs and Chief of Research Activities for -- 




MS. RION:  -- for hospitals. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, some smaller hospitals it’s all the same guy. 




MS. RION:  Right.  So perhaps maybe what we should do if I will send what should be the final copy to all of you tomorrow. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. 




MS. RION:  Including DPH and with the goal of if there are any feedbacks, any typos, whatever, let me know and we’ll think about a release next Monday perhaps, next week. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That sounds fine, and anybody who has any names they’d like to add or distribute it, go ahead.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Everyone will have it electronically after that.  




MS. RION:  Right.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So you can just send it to whoever the hell you want.  




MS. RION:  Thank you, Ann.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ann, thank you for coming down.  Okay.  Anything else associated with Item No. 7?  That’s just the time frame.  Okay. 




And Item No. 8 is public comment. Do we have any public comment? Yes, Mr. Wollschlager. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  As a member of the public I want to -- we didn’t get it on the agenda, but I would, again, solicit recommendations for potential peer reviewers from this body. We did have the legislation go through that allows us to increase peer review up to 15 members, and that will address a real problem that we ran into last time.  So if anybody has -- especially if you’ve talked to anybody who you think would be good and would be interested.  But even if it’s just somebody you think would be good who in particular with no relationships or ties to UCONN, Wesleyan, or Yale, we would love to hear and would follow up on those recommendations. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And in particular -- 




DR. LENSCH:  -- this is Willy Lensch, may I ask a question?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. LENSCH:  Relating to this.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. LENSCH:  Is there anything in the statute that that would preclude someone who is serving on the Advisory Committee, who is no longer on the Committee from service on the review committee? I know that they can’t serve simultaneously, but can they serve sequentially?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you have anybody in mind?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I think he’s got himself in mind.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I hope not, no Willy. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No, there is no prohibition.  




DR. LENSCH:  All right.  Thank you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think we should get the international flavor, perhaps, get some people from Australia and from France, and from some of the other countries -- and Spain.  




DR. CANALIS:  One recommendation would be to contact cell biology at UMASS.  I mean a Gary Stein is the Chair, and you know it’s pretty close. He’s one hour away and it’s -- there is no conflict and it’s a fairly large department, and I’m sure that, you know -- I mean he’s done grant reviews in the past and I’m sure there are individuals in that department. If you need his contact let me know, but -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- and if anyone else has any thoughts on it, just drop us a name, we’ll find the contact information and stuff to track them down. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. Any further public comment?  If not, I’ll entertain a motion to adjourn.  




DR. WALLACK:  So moved. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor?  




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We stand adjourned. 




(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 3:36 p.m.)
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